movement, Copenhagen was supposed to deliver a fair, ambitious and binding international treaty to reduce greenhouse gas emissions (CAN International 2009).
However, in the wake of the global financial crisis and Great Recession of [2008] [2009] , the political will for negotiating such a treaty was far from universal. Despite attracting some 120 Heads of State, which Dimitrov (2010: 18) claims was 'the highest concentration of robust decision-making power the world had seen,' the outcome of Copenhagen was the Copenhagen Accord, which is not binding, and many have claimed is neither fair nor ambitious. Negotiated in the last hours of the conference by a small group of countries, including the USA, China, Brazil, India and South Africa, the Accord was noted, but not adopted, by COP-15.
In the wake of COP-15, assessments of what had been achieved were mixed. While the conference had failed to deliver a binding international treaty, it did deliver an agreement that provided an opportunity for all countries to pledge emission reductions.
Nevertheless, most in the global climate action movement were disappointed with the outcome. Oxfam captured the typical sentiment when it called the Accord 'little more than agreement to keep talking' (Oxfam 2009: 1) .
A year later, at COP-16 in Cancun, the Parties adopted the Cancun Agreements. These Agreements effectively formalised the Copenhagen Accord, establishing an objective of reducing human-generated greenhouse gas emissions over time to keep the global average temperature rise below two degrees above pre-industrial levels and to consider strengthening the goal to 1.5 degrees (UNFCCC 2011b). The Copenhagen Accord also provided a mechanism for all countries to pledge emission reductions. At least 89 countries have now pledged to limit their emissions, accounting for more than 80% of global emissions (DCCEE 2011 here and now, making it easy to postpone action or dismiss the problem entirely. It is the product of complex systems whose future behaviour cannot be predicted with complete certainty, making climate science an ideological battleground. It challenges the hegemonic economic system and its unsustainable reliance on infinite sources of material and infinite sinks. It requires complete transformation of the fossil fuel based energy system that has delivered a powerful section of humanity unprecedented material wealth.
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New approaches to global governance, then, are needed to respond to the unprecedented challenge of climate change. It is with this need for fresh thinking in mind that we decided to put together this special issue on global climate change governance in the wake of Copenhagen.
In this special issue, we have gathered six diverse articles that each look at the climate governance problem through a very different lens. One thing all the authors agree on is that the current system of climate governance is not delivering an effective response to climate change-the climate governance system is failing humanity and is in need of repair. However, the authors have very different prescriptions for reform of climate governance, ranging from minor reforms to radical overturning of the existing regime. For Goodman, the prevailing climate responses, such as carbon trading and offsets, are maladaptive in that they serve to defend a regime that ultimately needs to undergo transformative change. These responses are part of the system that created the problem and will therefore fail. Central to Goodman's argument is the idea of climate justice and the contention that the current climate governance regime is unjust and needs to be disrupted. The recent emergence of the Occupy movement, drawing attention to economic injustice and calling for economic transformation, seems to add further weight to Goodman's argument. and uncertainty of editing a collection of essays on depth psychology and climate change. He uses the metaphor of 'thrum'-'the fringe of warp threads left on a loom after the cloth has been cut off; … the odd bits of waste'-to make the point that disorder is not something to be defined away by order but an essential and normal part of existence. He looks at the temporary, fragile and disordered networks that form around climate change and asks that our social theories include this reality, rather than seeking to impose an impossible order.
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From this position, Marshall goes on to contest the idea that justice is a useful framework for approaching climate governance, as it requires the establishment of a particular order that relies on an 'us and them' mentality and will itself become disordered. This places him in direct opposition with Goodman's call for a justice-based approach. Indeed, Marshall would probably question all of the attempts to establish new climate governance orders put forward by the other authors. Instead, Marshall asks us to listen to the disorder within climate change rather than discarding it, in the hope that this will help to render it symbolically conceivable. Ultimately, Marshall asks us to embrace disordered, fragmentary and fragile networks as our response to climate change: 'Rather than demanding fairness and justice, perhaps we can ask all who are concerned to act now, to cut back emissions, to find new lives and morals which apply to them rather than are demanded of others.'
We are left, then, with six very different perspectives on global climate governance that sit together somewhat uncomfortably. Like the climate negotiations themselves, the differences seem irreconcilable. For us, the way forward is in Marshall's call for all to act now in ways that they can. The Nobel Prize winning economist Elinor Ostrom has argued that we need a polycentric approach to climate change, characterised by action across all scales and sectors (Ostrom 2010) . When dealing with an unprecedented global commons problem like climate change, we cannot hope to guess which kind of
